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Abstract
This paper puts forward a model of feminist research practice, termed ‘TROVE’. This model
emerged through methodological reflections on research ethics for a project exploring women’s
experiences of gender inequality over the life course. The paper discusses five relations of care
that became core to the research: relations within the team; between researchers and partici-
pants; in participants’ connection with their past, present, and future selves; among participants
as a group; and across generations. Reciprocity, both in discourse and practice, played a pivotal
role in these care relationships. The TROVE model highlights reciprocated relationships based
on trust, recognition, openness, vulnerability, and empathy. These elements demonstrate the
inherent value of care and reciprocity in feminist praxis and ethical research. They help to navigate
tensions between procedural and situated ethics, and thereby have potential applications beyond
explicitly feminist studies.
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Introduction
In this paper, we reflect on the relational ethics, care, and reciprocity that emerged
through a collaborative research project. The authors of this paper are well known to
each other as colleagues and friends, and prior to the global coronavirus disease 2019
(COVID-19) pandemic, we began collaborating on research exploring older women’s
experiences of (in)equality over their life course. The team shared an implicit understand-
ing that the research design and process would follow a feminist ethics of care. We sought
to address older women’s disadvantages, while ensuring that the research itself did not
contribute to this disadvantage (Yarrow et al., 2018). What follows is an outline of our
research process. We present an emergent model of feminist research and relations of
care that we reflexively developed as the research progressed through its various phases.

Our process of doing this research, and the reflective discussionswe continue to have, reveals
the importanceof attending to themultiple, entangled relationships throughout a researchproject.
As feminist researchers, we strive to embody relations of care in diverse ways: With individual
participants,within our research team, and throughour participants as a group.However,we rec-
ognise the potential for ‘caring’ research to be exploitative, particularly when trust and empathy
are instrumentalised. For example, Duncombe and Jessop (2012) critique how ‘caring’ could be
efforts at rapport building with participants for the success of the research, rather than on-going
relationships. Partly in response to such critiques, this article introduces a model of feminist
research practice – the ‘TROVE’ model – that reflects the relational ethics that emerged
through our research process, and offers a tool for other research teams who seek to enact an
ethics of care (rather than instrumentalised caring) through their research practice.

The TROVE model contributes to scholarship on feminist research ethics. A rich litera-
ture on the philosophy of feminist ethics espouses a values-based ethics focused on political
emancipation for marginalised groups, reflexivity, reciprocity, care, and valuing diverse
knowledges (Edwards and Mauthner, 2012; Hirschmann, 1989; Koehn, 1998). However,
there is less work on how these principles are enacted in research practice (Kingston,
2020). Within work that does focus on putting feminist ethics into research practice,
most attention is given to relationships between the researcher and participant, and this
is often taken to be a 1–1 relationship. The TROVE model expands this work, and we
argue that attention must be given to the multiple relations that emerge during any research
endeavour, and the different possibilities and tensions that can arise.

In our project, five emergent relations of care developed through the research process:
Relations within the research team; between researchers and participants; in participants’
relations with their past, present and future self; between participants as a group; and
across generations. We elaborate on these five relations of care and their meanings and
practices later in the article. According to Tronto (2009) an ethic of care is defined as:

… an approach to personal, social, moral, and political life that starts from the reality that all
human beings need and receive care and give care to others. The care relationships among
humans are part of what mark us as human beings. We are always interdependent beings. (n.p)

Central to these ‘relations of care’ were the discursive and embodied practices of reci-
procity that took shape as the research evolved. The TROVE model captures what was
reciprocated through these emergent relationships of care: Trust, recognition, openness,
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vulnerability, and empathy. While the model is based on our own experiences, we believe
it is widely applicable to other researchers working with a relational ethics of care that is
attentive to the multiple relationships that emerge throughout the research process.

In what follows, we first discuss literature on feminist research ethics and method-
ology, before introducing the TROVE model. We then outline our research design,
and unpack how we sought to enact relations of care that embodied the TROVE princi-
ples – sometimes in ways that pushed against the conventional practices of our university.

Feminist research approaches to ethics and methodology
Research ethics concerns the moral process of considering the wellbeing of others when
conducting studies (Wiles, 2012). Feminist ethics literature articulates the principles of
feminist research, critiques ‘objective’ value-free modes of doing research, rejects
exploitative relationships, and espouses intimate relationships (Maynard, 1994).
Another strand of literature on feminist methodologies seeks not only to counter domin-
ant models of research and science, but also to foreground experiential and embodied
ways of doing research (Harcourt et al., 2022). However, as Kingston (2020) notes,
these two sets of literature are often separate from each other. While feminist ethics
has been widely discussed, feminist research ethics has received less attention.
Reciprocal relationships between researchers and participants is a core value of feminist
research (Kingston, 2020), and while in more applied methodology literature there is
much discussion about how to do research differently, this is often separate from discus-
sions on its philosophical underpinnings. This article bridges the gap by exploring how
reciprocity can be enacted in different spaces, relationships, and research temporalities.

A sensitivity to reflexivity runs through feminist approaches to ethics and method-
ology. These approaches focus on mutuality, reciprocity, and non-hierarchy – exchanges
of listening and talking, and giving and taking, between researcher and participants –
which can develop rapport and empower participants (Whittingdale, 2021). Early work
on feminist methodologies that focused on building friendship and intimacy between
women has been problematised, however, as researchers consider how power operates
through research relationships (Rhodes and Carlsen, 2018). Building rapport might
encourage ‘fake friendship’ in order to gain more juicy data (Duncombe and Jessop,
2012). There is a genuine risk that in our desire to build trust, be open, empathetic,
and give recognition to our participants’ voices, we ignore the complex work we do to
maintain the relationships between ourselves and our participants (Duncombe and
Jessop, 2012; Jackson, 2021). For example, Duncombe and Jessop (2012) critique the
professionalisation of ‘rapport building’, highlighting how researchers are encouraged
to develop rapport through actions like engaging in small talk, getting to know the par-
ticipant, sharing food, making eye contact, and being friendly. They also raise a concern:
‘If interviewees are persuaded to participate in the interview by the researcher’s show of
empathy and the rapport achieved in conversation, how far can they be said to have given
their ‘informed consent’ to make the disclosures that emerge during the interview?’
(p. 111).

Furthermore, despite a shared identity as women, intersectional structural differences
such as social class and ethnicity shape experiences of reciprocity in the research encoun-
ter (Jackson, 2021). When ‘care’ or ‘open conversations’ are used in a way that makes the
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process look uncomplicated, this ignores the messy realities of the research relationships
(Thwaites, 2017). This relational aspect of the power dynamic is not something that can
be resolved; rather, it needs to be recognised (Jackson, 2021). Thus, we see a need to
provide space for more empathy throughout the research process, while also enabling
openness regarding relationship development in research (Toombes et al., 2017). It is
important for the researcher to be fully open about the research process and what they
will do with the stories collected. We must also recognise that while power imbalances
are inherent to the research relationships, participants also have agency in choosing
what to disclose and how to construct their narratives (Oakley 2016). We recognise,
however, that in the majority of research projects (putting aside participatory action
research), participants will seldom have any control of choice over how researchers
analyse their narratives and/or in their representation. This is a dilemma that is not
easily overcome and one that relies on the establishment of trust between researchers
and participants. In our research, we have attempted to overcome this power imbalance
by adopting a social constructionist frame of analysis. This frame of analysis is discussed
in more detail in an earlier publication by the authors on the way in which participants
narrated and told their stories about in/equality over their life course.

Research employing an ethics of care has blossomed in recent years, and can be
understood as part of an embodied ethical ‘turn’ (Pullen and Rhodes, 2014), where
ethical decisions are made on the basis of care, compassion and a desire to benefit
participants (Puig de la bellacasa, 2017). This is in contrast to consequentialist and
principalist approaches that use rules or principles to address ethical dilemmas
(Wiles, 2012; Tyler, 2019). Ethics of care is often focused on the researcher’s
caring responsibility to participants (Kingston, 2020). However, this perspective on
care ethics has been criticised for taking a paternalistic perspective (i.e., seeing the
researcher-participant relation as a parent–child relationship) that supplants the par-
ticipant as an object of care (Toombes et al., 2017). An ethics of care has also
been criticised for essentialising and encouraging traditional gender roles, ignoring
questions of justice and virtues other than caring, and inhibiting a person’s autonomy
(Davion, 1993; Keller, 1995). Recent work reframes the participants’ role from per-
forming a service for the research project to engaging in a reciprocal, interdependent
relationship with the researcher (Toombes et al., 2017). In this way, we can see how
researchers and participants simultaneously provide and receive care: that is, a rela-
tional approach to care.

Indeed, research is at its core about relationships – examining, looking at, and unpack-
ing connections from different perspectives (Harcourt et al., 2022). In relational research,
‘the unit of inquiry [becomes] not a discrete being (human or other-than), but the shifting
and co-constitutive relations between them’ (van den Berg and Rezvani, 2022: 23).
Feminist ethics recognises these dynamic relationships and is therefore a ‘situated
ethics’ (Guillemin and Gillam, 2004) that is always in process (Dupuis 2022: 60).
Thinking relationally helps us overcome dichotomies and move beyond separations,
for relational inquiry is not just about relations between researcher and participant, but
about relations with the non-human, the research team, and relations that connect
across space and generations (Dupuis, 2022). Relationships can be unequal and manipu-
lative as well as caring, and therefore, reflexive awareness of the quality of relationships
is central to relational care ethics. This focus resonates with decolonial research ethics
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that move away from a risk management approach to individual rights and autonomy, and
rather toward conversations about partnership, commitment, responsibility, and social
justice (Tuhiwai Smith, 2012).

Reciprocity is also a core element of feminist ethics and is generally seen to
entail giving something back to research participants (Kingston, 2020). Beyond
material reciprocity, feminist work focuses on reciprocal relationships. Moving
beyond research relationships as learning ‘about’ others, to learning ‘from
others’ recasts the relationship to what Rhodes and Carlsen (2018: 1297) refer to
as ‘ethical vulnerability’ and ‘generous reciprocity’. Vulnerability, in this sense,
is an active process of enabling participants to have more control over the research
process, and recognising that we as researchers are not always in control even of
our own participation in the research, let alone the participants (Letherby, 2003;
Yarrow et al., 2018).

Finally, feminist ethics recognises that reciprocal research relationships are emer-
gent, highlighting the need to adopt a flexible approach that adapts to emerging data
and multiple research relations (Letherby, 2003). This requires taking a long-term
perspective to relationships, going beyond how we initially build trust with partici-
pants to engaging with the multiple subject positions we as researchers occupy and
the multiple subject positions research participants become entangled within, includ-
ing power inequities within a research team (Toombes et al., 2017). Sharing stories
from the research process and acknowledging messiness and failures ‘serves as a way
of troubling and being troubled by’ (Harcourt et al., 2022: 5). This can be difficult
work.

This brief literature review suggests the importance of several interconnected prin-
ciples that are core to a feminist research practice: Trust, recognition, openness, vul-
nerability and empathy. The TROVE model brings these principles together,
providing a new and novel way to view them as reciprocal and relational. We
unpack these further in the following sections. Importantly, these are shown to be
active practices that should not be thought of as solely the domain of the researcher
or participant, but enacted reciprocally in the multiple relations of care that emerge
during research.

Figure 1. The TROVE model.
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’TROVE’: A model of feminist research ethics in practice
The TROVE model (Figure 1), developed from our collaborative reflections, draws on
the four stages of a flowering plant: seed germination, growth, pollination, and seed
spreading. The conceptualisation of the project can be likened to the seed germination
of a flowering plant. The emergent relations of care that developed can be considered
as the growth phase, while the petals of the flower represent pollination. Here, the five
petals represent what was affectively produced and reciprocated through the growth of
emergent research relations: Trust, recognition, openness, vulnerability, and empathy.
We discuss the final stage, seed spreading, in the conclusion of the paper, where we
suggest that the TROVE model has wider spread and applicability beyond this research.

A ‘trove’ is a collection of valuable or delightful things. Derived from this definition,
the TROVE model asks us to both allow and appreciate the unexpected things that
emerge through the research process. This was the case within our own research,
where five relations of care were seeded from our feminist practice. Yet it is important
to note that this was not intentional: Relationships evolved organically, in unforeseen
ways, and often came to the fore affectively and non-materially through the five
TROVE principles.

The TROVE model asserts that the key to establishing care relations in research is
building trust. Trust in research relationships goes beyond, and provides an important
alternative, to formal ethical codes of conduct (Baier, 1986). This encompasses not
only the participant trusting the researcher, but also the researcher trusting the participant,
participants’ trust in the research institution, trust among the research team, and trust in
the broader public institutions of research (Resnik, 2018). Secondly, recognition involves
deep listening to understand and honour others. Aboulafia (1984) writes that recognition
is not about simply seeing the other, but about a reciprocal relationship that allows people
to look past inequalities to deeply listen and understand each other as individuals. This
focus on ‘reciprocal recognition’ resonates with our emphasis on emergent relationships
in the research process. Third, recognition is enabled through openness, a quality called
for in feminist research as a way of rallying against masculine research norms of the
‘objective observer’. Openness involves the sharing of oneself as an exchange owed to
participants upon whose voices, stories and lives research projects are built (Edwards,
1993). Fourth, being fully open with oneself and others necessitates vulnerability
(Levinas, 1969). Vulnerability is the ‘capacity to be open to a variety of wounds’
(Wainwright and Williams, 2005: 29). This relational view of vulnerability argues for
the ‘corporeal, affective and socio-political interdependency between people’ (Johanssen
and Wikström, 2023: 320), in contrast to the notion of vulnerability in institutional
ethics, where particular populations are considered inherently vulnerable, which risks deni-
grating and dehumanising people (van den Hoonaard, 2020). Finally, empathy – the ability
to recognise, understand, and share the thoughts and feelings of another – is core to the
research process (Leake 2019). Empathy is often seen as an individual ability or act,
rather than a relation (van Dijke et al., 2020). Recognising empathy as a relational concep-
tion means no longer perceiving research participants as the passive recipients of empathy,
but rather how the researcher is also on the receiving end of empathy by being immersed in
the other’s experiences, attentively listening, and allowing oneself to be affected by the
other (van Dijke et al., 2020).
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These TROVE principles are not discrete: They are interconnected and mutually
reinforcing, and can be enacted in different moments within various relations of care.
While other researchers variously speak to the different principles of the TROVE
model, this model is unique in that it shows how these principles are not additive, but
cumulative and generative. For example, trust requires recognition of the other; trust
enables openness, and openness can enable vulnerability, empathy, and recognition to
emerge. Below, we share how our evolving research process informed the TROVE
model.

The research design
The starting point for this research was a common desire to contribute to the larger pol-
itical project of gender equality. Our research team is non-hierarchical: There is no project
leader, and all research decisions we have had control over – both small and large – were
made collaboratively and through consensus. The original research design involved life
herstory interviews that have been in use for over 50 years by feminist researchers
(Morgan, 1970) and a quantitative equality ranking exercise with older-aged women
living in Aotearoa New Zealand’s largest city – Tāmaki Makaurau Auckland. The
ranking exercise captured how participants subjectively experienced equality over differ-
ent periods of their lives from childhood to older adulthood, while the life herstory inter-
views offered greater depth by providing an opportunity for women to share both
important and mundane moments in their lives. As noted by Hoff-Sommers (1995),
life herstories seek to centre the everyday experiences and narratives of women, and in
doing so, counter the dominance of male-constructed history/ies.

We recruited participants through city-wide flyers with simple inclusion criteria:
Women aged 65+ willing to share their story. Due to the COVID-19 lockdown, the
research was delayed by six months to prioritise face-to-face interviews. Twenty life her-
story interviews and ranking exercises were then conducted with women aged 65–88.
COVID-19 social distancing requirements were in place, and because the age of our par-
ticipants put them in a high-risk group, our participants determined the setting and social
distancing arrangements they felt comfortable with during their interview – a point we
discuss later in the section on relations of care between the researchers and participants.

Upon completion of the interviews, the research team met for a two-day face-to-face
data analysis workshop. The interview transcripts and the data from the ranking exercise
highlighted important themes about gender inequality over the life course, but what we
found particularly intriguing was how participants discursively constructed their personal
narratives. They talked about the ways they had embraced their womanhood, resisted
gendered norms, and the strengths they exhibited in different moments of their lives.
How participants constructed their lives drew us towards celebrating their experience
and wisdom, and made us curious about what life lessons older women might share
with younger generations.

Accordingly, we invited participants to write a short life lesson and share it along with
a life story at a half-day in-person, catered gathering with other participants. Of the 20
participants, seven attended in person, six shared their life lessons by email or phone,
and the remaining seven women were either unable to be contacted or asked the research
team to draw a life lesson from their interview. We felt some reluctance to draw life
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lessons from the interview transcripts ourselves, because the team had developed close
relationships with some of the women, and we felt a fresh pair of eyes might be able
to better ascertain the dominant lesson that came through in each woman’s interview.
We thus invited seven female postgraduate students to read one of the seven transcripts
and identify a life lesson that resonated with them. The older women’s transcripts were
de-identified – none of them mentioned specific work-places or other identifying data,
and their real names were replaced with the pseudonyms they self-chose at the time of
the interview. These younger female participants then shared the lesson and story
together with the research team at a workshop held during our academic unit’s annual
writing retreat. The following section discusses the multiple relations of care that
emerged within this fluid and evolving research process.

Emergent relations of care and reciprocity
In this section, we discuss five relations that emerged during our research project. Each
research project will be different, and other research projects will find that different rela-
tionships come to the fore. It is therefore useful for research teams to continually reflect
upon the following: What kind of relationships are emerging? What is the quality of these
relationships? How do they embody the TROVE principles, and what tensions or chal-
lenges might we recognise, discuss, and address?

Relations of care within the research team

In a climate of individualised neoliberal subjectivity and success, academia has become
increasingly competitive. One way this competition manifests is through senior aca-
demics drawing on the skills and knowledge of the precarious within the academy
(i.e., postgraduate students, contract staff) without giving them the appropriate recogni-
tion. We pushed against this. One of the team members was a postgraduate student at the
time and on various casual research contracts to make ends meet. We ensured recognition
of this team member when discussing the project with our department manager, students,
and colleagues; in all funding applications; and in authorship of conference presentations
and publications. Furthermore, recognising this team member’s contributions to the
project, which included carrying out all but one of the interviews, over ninety percent
of funds secured for the research were used to support her ongoing contributions. Our
desire to recognise this team member required us to push against departmental norms
that named researchers be permanent staff members and that contracts be short in
duration.

Our approach to funding, based on need and circumstances rather than equal contri-
bution, also meant that we had ongoing conversations about which small research
funds we could access as the project progressed. This required open discussion of how
much funding the permanent staff members each had available, when it needed to be
spent, and what other projects we would like to spend it on. We made decisions not
based on the principle of equal financial contribution, but on what each team member
was able to allocate to the project at various times: at times, we allocated contributions
from all of our individual funding but at varying amounts, and other times, we drew
from just one. It could be asked how the power divide between full-time employed
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researching academics and a post-graduate student could be overcome beyond pragmatic
issues of funding and recognition. There is no simple answer to this. In part, and from our
experience, it was based on a mutual respect that had been developed and built up over
time and through different forms of relationships: Lecturer/student; researcher/research
assistant on previous projects; supervisor/post-graduate student. The post-graduate
student also supported and was instrumental in the development of a new course, and
indeed, it was from that work that this research project was seeded. Her competency
and capability were well-established, and the team fell into seemingly natural roles and
without any explicit driver or agenda – it was a generative and organic process.
Beyond the work environment, other personal, caring relationships had formed or were
being formed that enabled us to work together as equal. By example, when one author
chose to foster four five-week-old puppies, the post-graduate student became their
co-foster mum: Visiting daily, playing, feeding, and cleaning up, as well as staying over-
night and up late when needed. They were fun but busy days!

As a team of professional women, we are not exempt from expected gendered roles: in
various ways, we are all involved in ongoing labours of care –to students, colleagues,
parents, partners, children, grandchildren, and pets, among others. Being familiar with
and understanding each team member’s various commitments and responsibilities in
both work and home life, we adopted a flexible and open approach to sharing project
responsibilities. For example, in the initial recruitment phase, the member of the research
team with the least teaching responsibilities at the time was solely responsible for meeting
potential participants and sharing summaries of these conversations with the team. In a
later phase, a different team member (with less teaching responsibilities at that time)
took on the responsibility for communicating with potential book publishers.

The open discussions and collaborative approach we took to the often-sticky areas of
funding, authorship, and research labour during the project was enabled by trust built
throughout the project as well as through our earlier interactions. While we live in differ-
ent cities and most contact was via Zoom, we used the limited times we were able to meet
in person to not only progress work, but connect with each other. For example, the
two-day data analysis workshop was planned off-campus at a team member’s house in
order to be more comfortable and intimate. Initially, we planned to meet at the home
of the team member who lives centrally; however, another team member’s dog was
unwell and couldn’t be left unattended. There was a quick, unanimous, and empathetic
agreement to change the location and travel the extra distance to the home of the team
member with the sick pet. Over these days, we not only made headway on the project,
but took time to talk about our lives, share food, take walks to de-compress, and make
plans for social outings, such as to a local production of the ‘Vagina Monologues’.
This served as a shared recognition of both the joy and complexity of life as researchers
and beyond.

Relations of care between the researchers and the individual participants

We recognised that our participants were a cohort of older women and that this would
bring forth some specific relational ethical issues shaped by intersectional considerations,
such as age and the materiality of bodies. To build reciprocal relations of trust, we
embraced a ‘slow research’ approach contrary to the temporalities of the academy. The
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research team had lengthy and often multiple conversations with potential participants to
address their concerns and ensure they felt safe, comfortable, and in control of how they
wanted to proceed before agreeing to participate. One participant requested that the team
member carrying out the interview visit her to have these discussions in person. This extra
time spent sharing cups of tea and biscuits in the comfort of the participant’s own home
helped establish a trusting relationship before the ‘formal’ data collection began.

As the herstory interviews took place whilst COVID-19 was still prevalent in the com-
munity, the research team took care to make sure participants felt safe and comfortable.
This involved recognising and acting on participants’ wishes. Participants wanted to do
the interviews in person rather than via Zoom or other formats, so we delayed the inter-
views until the women felt comfortable to do so. We maintained regular contact with the
women prior to the interviews, so they could decide if and on what terms they wanted to
continue, or to cancel if they preferred. In some instances, what this looked like trans-
formed during the course of the interview. Jane, for instance, wanted to meet in person
but was initially keen to maintain social distancing. Respecting her wishes and being
mindful that she might have her own health vulnerabilities, the interviewing team
member navigated what felt like a footwork dance of saying hello and orienting
herself through the doorway while maintaining a distance. Yet following the interview,
where many vulnerable stories were shared, relations built, and trust developed, whilst
seeing the interviewer out the door, Jane stated: ‘Oh, I just want to give you a hug!
Perhaps we could just hold our breaths. Shall we?’ Another example of how we consid-
ered the materiality of our participants’ bodies was during the workshop held at our uni-
versity campus. We offered the women taxi vouchers to attend if they preferred not to
drive or were unable to do so. Only one woman who had stopped driving due to loss
of vision accepted this offer. For those who chose to drive, we met them at their cars
and walked with them, at their own pace, to the workshop location.

In Aotearoa New Zealand, it is common ethical practice to provide participants with
some form of material ‘thank you’, such as a grocery voucher. The team recognised that
some participants had limited mobility, so we ensured that the grocery voucher offered
was for a supermarket that was in close proximity. Participants were consistently appre-
ciative of this gesture. For some, the voucher helped alleviate the financial stressors and
burdens of having to make ends meet in a city where the regular pension payment barely
covers essentials. For others in more financially secure situations, the voucher opened up
opportunities for self-care and the ability to purchase treats or items not typically on their
shopping list. For one woman, the gesture of care was generative as the voucher was
passed on to another woman who our participant knew was in need. It is important to
note that the relations of care between the research team and participants was not
one-way. The non-salaried member who carried out the herstory interviews was consist-
ently caught off guard by participants’ generous expressions of care. Numerous cups of
tea were shared along with cakes, biscuits, scones –many homemade. Yet it was the gifts
that the team member went home with following the interviews that were most sentimen-
tal. Participants gave her home baking and homegrown produce to share with her family,
along with plants and cuttings from the women’s gardens. These gifts were symbolic of
the longevity of relations and the reciprocity of care: Care had not only gone into the cre-
ation of such gifts, but a continuation of care would be needed for the plants to continue
growing. It is perhaps no small point, that the team member who did the interviews
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formed ongoing relationships with many of the women, having further (non-research
related) visits to the women’s homes, being invited to join social gatherings, and when
two of the women passed away, she was contacted by the women’s family and friends.

These forms of exchange went beyond institutionalised conceptions of ethics, and
indeed, beyond the material itself. The herstory interviews offered participants the
agency to narrate their lives in the manner they wanted their lives to be both told and
viewed. In asking the women what they wanted to share, the storytelling process
evolved as a form of gifting. Furthermore, as both the researchers and the participants
collectively let go of control and held space for vulnerable moments of discomfort,
tears, joy, and laughter, the reciprocity of care formed a bedrock of trust. This enabled
the reciprocity of trust, recognition, openness, vulnerability, and empathy to emerge.

Relations of care in participants’ relationship with self

A third relation of care that emerged was between participants and their past, present, and
future selves. The open, unstructured interview format allowed for a narrative construc-
tion, whereby participants empathised with their younger selves and held space for self-
compassion while reframing traumatic events. Having established a foundation of trust
with the interviewing team member, participants acknowledged and spoke about times
of hardship and adversity, including financial distress, gender inequality at work and
in the home, and experiences of sexual and/or domestic violence. However, they
largely made sense of these experiences through prevailing structural conditions and
the socially constructed gendered norms of the time. In their narratives, they did not pos-
ition their past selves as victims: They were survivors, resisters, and resourceful – they
were agentic. For example, Barbara, who has experienced a great deal of difficulty and
misfortune in her life, refused to consider herself unequal to others. In the ranking exer-
cise (in which we asked each participant to rank and discuss their feelings of equality in
each decade of their lives from 0=most unequal to 10=most equal), she exclaimed ‘Ten
all the way!’, even though some of her life events and experiences would suggest other-
wise. Margaret, when reflecting on her younger years and with the freedom to construct
herself and her past in the way she wanted her story to be narrated, stated ‘I didn’t realise
how strong I was’.

What was also evident in the life herstory interviews was the way the women recog-
nised and connected their past selves and actions to their current well-being, wisdom, and
self-fulfilment. These older age positionalities were enabled by the actions, experiences,
and learnings of their younger selves. They spoke about new romances (a result of earlier
relationships and coping with both loss and turmoil), the joys of grand-parenting (a result
of younger life reproduction), of financial and housing security (the result of their
younger selves being financially prudent or taking entrepreneurial risks), and of auton-
omy and freedom (a result of learning to know ‘oneself’). As older women, participants
granted recognition to their younger selves but also empathised with them, spoke openly
about their vulnerabilities, and about the trust they had developed in themselves over the
years as capable, caring, and resourceful individuals.

The women also narrated and enacted relations of care to their present selves. In terms
of narration and care for their present selves, they acknowledged that they weren’t as fast,
fit, clear of eyesight, or mobile as in earlier years, and that sometimes not everything is
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easily remembered and recalled. However, rather than dwelling on these points, they also
explained – often vividly – what their everyday lives as older women were like. They
described how they swim regularly, attend yoga and fitness classes, work part-time, vol-
unteer in various organisations, attend U3A meetings, have romantic adventures with
new lovers, or are content simply being in their own company: they embraced their
present lives and in doing so debunked some popular narratives of older age being a
time of decrepitude and loneliness. Care to one’s present self was also apparent in the
way in which women engaged in the life-lesson sharing workshop. The researchers did
not impose how or when women should contribute and it was evident that in caring
for one’s present self, they self-nominated when to share and felt most comfortable
and safe to do so. This will be explained further in the following section.

Participants also expressed a relation of care to their future selves. As a cohort of
women aged between 65 and 88 years, they did not look to their older years and
future selves pessimistically but as a life period of increased freedom: the older the par-
ticipants were, the higher they ranked themselves in terms of equality (defined as
freedom). They have autobiographical book projects they are working on, seeking
romance, enjoying solitude, embracing opportunities for new friendships, and making
the most of time to share their wisdom with younger generations. Care to one’s future
self also took form in the way the younger women who participated in the second work-
shop re-imagined their future selves through the narratives of the older women. For
instance, one participant who is in her mid-thirties spoke about how the woman’s narra-
tive she had been asked to read had re-shaped her understanding of older adulthood from
a feeling of trepidation to feeling okay with her own aging and what her life might look
like. In this way, she allowed her present self to empathetically respect and positively
anticipate her older-aged future self.

Relations of care between the participants as a group

An emergent relation of care also came to bear between research participants as a group.
This was most evident in the first workshop, where the older women were invited to
prepare a life lesson and story from their life for younger generations and share this
with other older participants and the research team. The women were heterogeneous in
terms of ethnicity, relationship status, and housing arrangements. Some of the partici-
pants already knew each other, however, their willingness to move beyond their own
social groups quickly became apparent. The workshop space was organised as a circle
with large comfortable chairs and a coffee table laden with sweet and savoury treats.
Rather than sitting with existing friends, participants appeared to intentionally sit with
people they didn’t know, taking the opportunity to make new connections, thus generat-
ing a workshop space that was friendly, fun, and sociable. Countless moments emerged
that reflected care for one another in this space.

For example, we had allocated approximately 20 min at the start of the workshop for
quick introductions, but we didn’t anticipate the participants’ strong desire to provide
context for their lives and share initial insights about themselves. Beverley was the
first person to introduce herself. She openly shared with others the story of her life,
including her migration story, marriage, travels, raising her son on her own, juggling
work and home life, supporting international students, and the importance of U3A to
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her, noting that she ‘could talk all day, but I won’t’. Other women followed suit with
lengthy personal introductions. As researchers, we let go of the desire and sense of
need to control the schedule, and by the end of the introductions, almost two hours
had passed! What emerged from this, however, was a reciprocal encounter where listen-
ing, sharing, and recognition of the ‘other’ was centred. This established trust among the
women.

During the workshop, deeply significant moments in participants’ lives were shared.
These moments were often hopeful and celebratory, but also included deeply traumatic
periods, including an experience of sexual assault, the dissolution of marriages, the
suicide of a child, and the grappling with one’s gender. What was evident was partici-
pants’ willingness to be open with others – others who were, for the most part, ostensibly
strangers – and to make themselves vulnerable, revisiting some of the darkest periods of
their lives. The space generated was one of openness, vulnerability, empathy, and ultim-
ately trust that others would take care of the story of their lives.

Diane’s personal introduction and life lesson are a testament to this. As a transgender
woman, Diane was eager to take part in the workshop yet was anxious about her likely
acceptance. She requested to share her personal introduction last – the point at which she
felt safe to disclose her different gendered life identities. She began:

What you won’t realise is that [sigh] the person sitting in front of you with this beautiful dress on
was actually born male and so, fake if you like, but the fakeness was with the male, not me. I’ve
always been female and it was very hard to understand. I’m sat here and I’m thinking oh my god,
I’m the only male here, only I’m not [male].

She went on to pose the question: ‘Am I the first person that you’ve met that’s lived in
two sexes?’. Mairi, who sat next to Diane, gently placed her hand on Diane’s and clearly
and firmly stated ‘No, you’re not because I have a 14-year-old grand [pause] daughter
who is now a [grand] son’. In the context of research with older adults who grew up
in an era where homosexuality, let alone, transgender individuals faced significant
social and legal persecution, this was an exceptionally profound moment of openness,
vulnerability, and recognition.

There were other significant moments in the workshop that reflected emergent rela-
tions of care and deep empathy. Despite the largely orthodox Christian base of the
group, Maria told of a (somewhat animist) spiritual enlightenment she experienced
during a sexual assault while travelling the world alone. Without knowing the standpoint
of others in the group on gendered care roles within the family, Rose and Song told stories
of resentment toward the gendered family expectations placed upon them and how they
navigated this emotion in their different ways. Jane told about how her son had commit-
ted suicide in his early twenties due to what she understood as being related to
drug-induced psychosis. In each of these instances of openness, the room filled with
an outpouring of empathy, acceptance, and support.

We gave the women autonomy to decide what to share and when based on their own
sense of the group. We could not foretell the stories and personal experiences the women
would choose to share, nor did we prompt or restrict discussion during the workshop. In
hindsight, it may have been beneficial to have provided them with details of places to seek
support after the workshop, such as helplines, prior to agreeing to participate. However,
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we did invite participants to keep in touch with us to share their reflections or concerns.
A number of women contacted us after the workshop via email to share their reflections
on the workshop and the stories others had shared. No participant expressed any distress.
Those who did communicate with us thanked us for the opportunity and wrote about how
they had been touched by the stories of others in positive and thoughtful ways.

Relations of care across generations

The final relation of care that emerged throughout the research process was between
women across generations. This took two forms. The first was familial: The way our par-
ticipants spoke about their parents and grandparents, particularly their mothers and grand-
mothers. The second manifested in the discursive interplay between our older and
younger participants during the two life-lesson workshops – a caring relation with the
imagined but unknown ‘other’.

During the life herstory interviews, women frequently spoke with openness, admir-
ation, and respect for the strength and resilience of their familial ancestors and how as
role-models, they shaped participants to be strong and capable women themselves.
Rose, who was the oldest participant at 88 years (now deceased), spoke about her own
strengths as a mother, grandmother, and great-grandmother, and her ability to cope
and manage the home with scarce resources. She also openly gave recognition to the
past women in her family who contributed to her becoming the capable woman she
saw herself as:

I had seen my mother cope in an exceptional way. She was never beaten and she would do
everything that was required in all kinds of ways. I mean, you could write a book about my
mother and what she did. But so many of the women at that time did, too. You know…My
mother-in-law, she would have a go at everything. And I think I’d seen that. And perhaps I
sensed also that there’s a certain strength in women that’s innate. They’re able to deal with
it. Deal with whatever comes their way.

Barbara extended her conviction for recognition even further to acknowledge her
various family lines, both across genders (men and women), cultures and ethnicities,
and collectives of generations. When she spoke about her mother she exclaimed: ‘My
mother was just plain savvy, streetwise, savvy. Cornish tin mining people, wow! You
know? Survivors.’ She also gave recognition to the values, skills, and interconnection
she has to the environment and her personal well-being that came from her Indigenous
grandmother:

Now we’re surrounded here in this beautiful home, which we had built over 50 years ago by
basically a forest. And it has been the thing that has kept me sane and healthy. Planting and
tending to trees and plants, fruit trees, whatever, is a wonderful distraction and very healthy
for the mind and the body. And I did get that love of gardening from my Māori grandmother.
Her name was Te Kihi… .(goes on to tell the story of her grandmother)

In these examples, both women openly appreciate the contributions of their ancestors
in shaping who they became, and their own values and strengths as women. They
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reciprocate care with past familial generations who nurtured and cared for them by
remembering, acknowledging, respecting, and sharing their stories.

Barbara also reflected on the contribution past generations made through their dedica-
tion to technological and other advances that today’s generations enjoy and take for
granted:

… these wonderful people that are my parents and my grandparents and my great-grandparents.
Well, what do you say? Thanks! [chuckles] It seems ridiculous that in this day and age when
we’re sitting here with computers, modern medicine, air transport, we think nothing of all of
these wonderful things. But they came about on the back of all of these hard toiling, grafting,
wonderful, wonderful salt of the earth people that were my ancestors.

Through the two workshops, first with older women participants and second with
younger women participants, a relation of care across generations also formed. Unlike
the reciprocity across generations within a family, where individuals were known to
each other, this relation of care was across generations of women who were not relatives
and had never met – they were the unknown but imagined others. For the older partici-
pants, the imagination of the other and the mechanisms through which this emerged was
their careful and thoughtful construction of meaningful life lessons written from their
own herstories to share with younger generations of women whom they could only
imagine. For the younger participants, the imagination of the other occurred through
the reading of a life herstory. What was interesting was how the younger women fol-
lowed, and without any prompting from the research team, a very similar process
during the workshop as the older women did. When asked to share the life lesson they
had derived from the herstory transcript that had been assigned, they each spent a
considerable amount of time giving recognition to the narrator of the interview transcript
– making a personal introduction to the woman to ensure that the history, context and
personality of the older woman was known to the other younger participants before
going on to describe the life lesson they derived from the transcript in relation to their
own lives and subjectivities.

Discussion
As the above discussion demonstrates, the organic evolution of our multi-stage research,
along with the depth of caring relations to which it gave rise, was enabled by a collective
embodiment of the TROVE principles by both the research team and our various parti-
cipants. Namely, it was the reciprocation of trust, recognition, openness, vulnerability,
and empathy that facilitated a relational and reflexive feminist ethics of care.

Central to the establishment of trust within our research were the various relations of
care that emerged throughout the process. As the examples in the previous sections elu-
cidate, care and trust are strongly connected. In the messy, entangled relations that
emerge throughout the research process, care and trust cannot be rigidly held to estab-
lished or instrumentalized rules, as humans often trust in situations where they cannot
know whom to trust or how much trust to place (Koehn, 1998). This was clearly evi-
denced in our research: There were numerous moments when ‘others’ were trusted
without knowing how the ‘other’ would respond.
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Second, we sought to give recognition to our participants through the way we listened
to their stories, with a methodology that encouraged them to lead the interview process,
and inviting them to share their life lessons with younger women as a way of honouring
their expertise. This resonates with the work of Dupuis (2022), who describes her
research with older women as embodying a relational ethic where the researcher has a
responsibility to engage in deep listening to give recognition to the stories women are
sharing. We also observed this unexpectedly but delightfully in the relations of care
among participants and across generations.

Third, we encouraged openness amongst the team and with participants; including
being honest about the research project and its likely aims (and also, what it cannot
do). Thwaites (2017) points out that openness is not always straightforward. Similarly,
van den Berg et al. (2022: 286) describe openness in the research process as a ‘practice
of unlearning, of not knowing, requir[ing] the sort of openness that is central to a feminist
ethics and practice of care’. In this sense, openness is seen in terms of being open to emer-
gent relations and failures. Openness in this research was multi-dimensional and rela-
tional. It involved the researchers encouraging openness amongst the team and with
participants but also various forms of ‘unlearning’ such as the way the older women sur-
prised us with the agentic narratives of their lives – challenging us and our younger par-
ticipants to think differently about life as an older woman. In many of the sharing spaces
that took place throughout the research process, openness was intimately connected to
vulnerability.

Fourth, being open requires rendering the self ‘vulnerable’ in the sense that one’s own
knowledge and self-understanding are open to question through the research encounter
(Rhodes and Carlsen, 2018). This was apparent in the way older women surprised them-
selves about how they understood their lives during the herstory interviews, as well as in
the story-telling and life lessons that often drew on historical wounds. In the TROVE
model, ethical vulnerability is intimately connected to trust, recognition, and openness,
adding the ‘capacity to be personally affected, moved and changed by interactions
with others’ (Rhodes and Carlsen, 2018: 1298). As Rhodes and Carlsen (2018: 1306) elo-
quently put it, ‘to be vulnerable to the other’s teaching means to engage in relationships
that are embodied, responsive and affective, rather than just rational and knowing’. This
fosters possibilities for empathy, the ‘much-needed element for care and relationality’
(Johanssen and Wikström, 2023: 320).

Fifth, our experiences resonated with Leake’s (2019) argument that empathy is core
to the research process, as ‘empathy is rooted in what it means to be human’ – in other
words, in relation. Yet Leake (2019) also recognises the critiques and limitations of
empathy. This includes empathy for our own sake (i.e., that we empathise with our par-
ticipants in order to get a more intimate story, and then use it for our own ends, which
doesn’t benefit them); the tendency to empathise most with those most familiar to us;
and that empathy can reinforce power imbalances if we give ourselves a free pass for
doing ‘empathetic research’ without closely examining relationships. We suggest,
therefore, that practicing empathy as researchers, and including empathy as a compo-
nent of any particular research method, requires a balanced awareness of oneself,
one’s research participants, and the broader research situation. We propose that this
can be facilitated when empathy occurs in relation to trust, recognition, openness,
and vulnerability.
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Conclusion
Feminist research is understood differently by various researchers; some see feminist
research as explicitly about working with women and/or looking at people’s gendered
experiences; some about broader commitments to politics of gender equality, and
others as revolving around certain research ethics, methods and responsibilities rather
than studying a certain group, or taking up a question in specific ways (Harcourt et al.,
2022). The TROVE model extends beyond existing literature by advancing a reflexive
feminist ethics of care in practice. We could not find prior work that integrates the
various elements of reciprocal relationships discussed in this paper, nor a model that
other researchers could adopt and adapt. What makes the TROVE model innovative is
that it recognises the critiques made about the ethics of care, and reflects on these relations
of care throughout the research process.

Furthermore, the TROVE model shows that the research process involves multiple,
entangled relationships – not just the 1–1 relationship between researcher and participant,
which tends to be emphasised in other work. TROVE highlights the need to recognise and
attend to these multiple relationships as they emerge. A further strength of the TROVE is
that it does not espouse a particular methodological approach; indeed, our research
approach evolved as we went. Rather, it is an effort to articulate how feminist ethics
can be translated into guiding principles that form the basis for emerging reciprocal rela-
tions of care throughout the research process. The TROVE’s focus on emergent relations
of care and the five guiding principles thus also embodies and recognises different spaces,
places, and temporalities of reciprocity in the research process and is based on a ‘strongly
reflexive’ research approach that continuously reflects ethically on epistemological and
ontological assumptions in the knowledge production (Harding, 1991). Through reflexive
engagement with our research process, we consider the TROVE to be a way of under-
standing the core politics of emergent relations of care and the value-driven subject posi-
tions we occupy. Importantly, literature on care often does not speak to specific ways in
which this can be materialised. As concrete practices described in the relations of care,
TROVE offers a practical way of doing care through relationships that are always
emergent.

Through our emergent research design, five relations of care developed over the
course of the research process. The fluidity of the movements expressed within the rela-
tions of care represents this emergent process, but we suggest it is possible for others who
may choose to employ this model to identify and seek other forms of relationships.
Reaching back to the metaphor of the four stages of a flowering plant, we invite
readers to consider their possible adoption and adaptation of the TROVE as the fourth
stage: That of the seed spreading of relational ethics and emergent relations of care.
Relational elements identified in our research may manifest differently in other research
projects (i.e., the relation the research team holds with institutional or funding bodies,
and/or the non-human). We do not, therefore, suggest that the five relations of care
that emerged through our research process will be, or should be, the same for every
research project; they will be dependent on the specifics of any given project, researcher,
or research team. What is significant, though, is the role and value of reciprocity of care in
research relationships – whomever that may involve and whatever the political project or
methodology (i.e., gender equality or decolonisation).
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In different ways, the authors of this paper have adopted the TROVE in other research
projects they are in direct collaboration with – be it cross-disciplinary, cross-cultural, or
geographically dispersed research teams and projects. We therefore suggest that the
TROVE is not explicitly reserved for Sociology and/or feminist researchers. In this
way, and in ways that we cannot anticipate, we hope that the TROVE model has
wider application, opens up opportunities for other researchers and participants to both
allow and appreciate the unexpected things that emerge through the research process,
and is dynamic, emergent and continues to evolve, grow and be pollinated.
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and love of leoš janáček and his opera the makropulos case. Body & Society 11(3): 27–41.

Whittingdale E (2021) Becoming a feminist methodologist while researching sexual violence
support services. Journal of Law and Society 48: S10–S21.

Wiles S (2012) What are Qualitative Ethics? London: Bloomsbury.
Yarrow A, Corr L, Lent C, et al. (2018) Worthwhile work? Childcare, feminist ethics and coopera-

tive research practices. Gender and Education 30(5): 553–568.

Author biographies

Vicky Walters is a Lecturer in Sociology in the School of People, Environment and Planning at
Massey University. Her research focuses on a range of social inequality issues in Aotearoa New
Zealand and South Asia.

Alice Beban is a Senior Lecturer in Sociology in the School of People, Environment and Planning at
Massey University. Her research focuses on rural social change across Aotearoa New Zealand and
Southeast Asia from a feminist political ecology perspective.

Nicole Ashley is a Masters’ graduate in Sociology from the School of People, Environment and
Planning at Massey University. Her research focus on human-nature relations, critical theory and
feminist methodologies.

Trudie Cain is a former Senior Lecturer in Sociology in the School of People, Environment and
Planning at Massey University. Her research focuses on material cultures, gender and the practices
of everyday life.

20 Qualitative Research 0(0)


	 Introduction
	 Feminist research approaches to ethics and methodology
	 'TROVE’: A model of feminist research ethics in practice
	 The research design
	 Emergent relations of care and reciprocity
	 Relations of care within the research team
	 Relations of care between the researchers and the individual participants
	 Relations of care in participants’ relationship with self
	 Relations of care between the participants as a group
	 Relations of care across generations

	 Discussion
	 Conclusion
	 Acknowledgements
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


